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COMPLAINT INVESTIGATION FORM 


If there is an issue with more than one veterinarian please file a 
separate Complaint Investigation Form for each veterinarian 


PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE 


FOR OFFICE USE ONLY, | 


| Date Received: MAN Mr 2024 Case Number: 21 - 14444 


A. THIS COMPLAINT IS FILED AGAINST THE FOLLOWING: 


Name of Veterinarian/Cvt: Sheliee Roe 
Desert Sky Animal Hospital 


prensicekdcress: 17145 N. 5ist Ave, #112 
City: Glendale State: AZ Zip Code: 85308 
Telephone: (602) 942-4282 . 


Premise Name: 


B. INFORMATION REGARDING THE INDIVIDUAL FILING COMPLAINT®: 


Namie: Maria Mandarino 

Address: “a 

Cli, __ ip Cods: = 
Home Telephone: Cell Telephone: Sere 


*STATE LAW REQUIRES WE HAVE TO DISCLOSE YOUR NAME UNLESS WE CAN SHOW THAT DISCLOSURE WILL 
RESULT IN SUBSTANTIAL HARM TO YOU, SOMEONE ELSE OR THE PUBLIC PER A.R.S. § 41-1010. IF YOU HAVE 
REASON TO BELIEVE THAT SUBSTANTIAL HARM WILL RESULT IN DISCLOSURE OF YOUR NAME PLEASE PROVIDE 
COPIES OF RESTRAINING ORDERS OR OTHER DOCUMENTATION. 


C. PATIENT INFORMATION (1): 

- Nala Mandarino 
Name: i 
Breed/Species: Maltipoo - Canine 


Age: 23 months Sex Female Buff 


Color: 


PATIENT INFORMATION (2): 
Name: 
Breed/Species: 


Age: Sex: Color: 


D. VETERINARIANS WHO HAVE PROVIDED CARE TO THIS PET FOR THIS ISSUE: 
Please provide the name, address and phone number for each veterinarian. 
Dr Kellee Blackwell performed the surgery on May 6, 2020. | have no complaint 
about Dr Blackwell's care. 
Phone: (602) 942-4282 
Address 
17145 N. 5ist Ave, #112 
Glendale, Arizona, 85308 


E. WITNESS INFORMATION: 


Please provide the name, address and phone number of each witness that has 
direct knowledge regarding this case. 

"Paul" - front desk receptionist 

Phone: (602) 942-4282 

Address 

17145 N. 51st Ave, #112 

Glendale, Arizona, 85308 


"Shelby" - front desk receptionist 


Attestation of Person Requesting Investigation 


By signing this form, | declare that the information contained herein is true 
and accurate to the best of my knowledge. Further, | authorize the release of 
any and all medical records or information necessary to complete the 
investigation_of this case. 


Signature: 7 Vaz Pzan Briers 


Date: Yfev 


Details of complaint against Dr Roe and Rebecca at Desert Foty Animal Hospital 
Maria Mandarino 

Dog: Nala Mandarino 

Date of Complaint: May 21, 2021 


My dog, Nala, had: surgery to remove a growth on the bottom of her tail. The surgery was 
performed by Dr Blackwell on May 6, 2021. Dr Blackwell was highly present, kind, and 
compassionate in the care she delivered that day. She was eager to keep Nala calm and 
comfortable prior to surgery as she is a highly anxious dog. Despite the clinic's policy of curbside 
service, Dr Blackwell had me come into the clinic to discuss the surgery when | dropped Nala 
off. The doctor and | were both masked. There was no issue with this. The only issue | did have 
was with vet tech "Rebecca" prior to meeting with Dr Blackwell, as Rebecca directed me that 
bloodwork would need to be done prior to surgery. She was adamant. As | am on a fixed 
budget, | questioned this and discussed it with Dr Blackwell, who said she had no problem 
forgoing the nigeE WON: 


At Nala's first follow up on May 11, 2021, her wound was found to not be healing well. | believe 
Dr Roe saw her that day. | am not certain of this as it was a curbside appointment, as all the 
appointments have been since May 6th when | dropped Nala off. Nala's stitches were removed 
on the 11th as it was determined the stitches were not helping the wound to close. This was 
concerning to me as it was only days after surgery, but there was no ability to discuss the 
doctor's decision. Nala was returned to me with a bandage on her tail and | was sent home with 
her. 


On May 14, 2021, | returned for Nala's next follow up, again another curbside appointment. | 
am a licensed acupuncturist in Arizona and | brought with me a short article written by a 
veterinarian on an herb we use in Chinese medicine for wound healing, called Yunnan Bai Yao. 
Yunnan Bai Yao is commonly used topically to close wounds, from severe wounds and surgical 
sites to minor cuts and scrapes. It has veterinary applications, although they are not commonly 
known. And so | brought the article and the herb with me to ask if it could be applied. My 
experience with Yunnan Bai Yao is that is seals minor wounds in 24-48 hours. 


Dr Roe advised the tech (still never speaking to me) that she was well acquainted with Yunnan 
Bai Yao, but it was only appropriate for severe wounds (which is incorrect). She refused my 
request to apply it to expedite wound healing. | believe this was so she could see Nala for 
several more visits and charge accordingly. 


| was given more antibiotics and pain medication for Nala and told to return again on Monday, 
May 17th, 2021. | have been charged for each one of these visits to this point. | believe Nala 
was not seen by a vet at all on May 17th and that she was seen by a tech. | cannot be sure of 
this as again, | never spoke to a doctor. The last time | spoke to a doctor was Dr. Blackwell the 
day of the surgery. 


Again, Nala was returned to me with a bandaged tail and we were sent home and told to come 
back in 3 days. 


| called the office yesterday, May 20, 2021 and spoke with "Paul" at the front desk and advised 
him | wanted to speak to the vet about applying Yunnan Bai Yao if this wound was not healed 
when we came in on May 21st. Paul has been rude and abrupt since this ordeal began weeks 
ago, but | have made allowances for a non-licensed staff member. Paul told me it was not 
possible to speak to.the doctor; she was too busy. And the tech was too busy to call me back. 
Everyone was too busy, and has been too busy for two solid weeks. 


At around 4pm, today (May 21st), about 90 minutes before our scheduled appointment, | 
received a phone call from "Rebecca," who said they had a cancellation and she asked if | could 
come in earlier. It was a Friday and | presume she wanted to leave early for the weekend, 
however, I was still working and told her | had to keep my appointment as it was. While we 
were on the phone, | asked again if | could speak to the doctor briefly when | came in. And | said 
if that wasn't possible, could | at least come in with the tech to apply Yunnan Bai Yao (if the 
wound was not yet closed). Rebecca advised me the doctor (Dr Roe) was too Busy to speak with 
me today, and also too busy to even speak with Rebecca about this. 


When | arrived at the clinic today and Rebecca came to the car, | asked again if | could just 
come in to apply the herb to the bandage. She said no. But she said | could apply the herb and 
bandage the tail myself (at home). This is a distressing suggestion to me, as | do not know the 
proper pressure to apply to bandage a dog's tail. At best Rebecca's attempt at "care" was 
inhumane. At worst,-! feel it was malpractice. The doctor had admitted her knowledge of the 
herb. She knew it has veterinary indications. The wound was not healing. And she knew lama 
licensed professional who works with Chinese herbal medicine. This was a battle of ego and my 
dog is suffering for it. It is also costing me a great deal, unnecessarily. - 


When Nala was returned to me today for curbside, she was given to me with no bandage, and a 
wound that was oozing blood. When I pointed that out to Rebecca, she touched the wound, 
while standing in the middle of a parking lot, with a hand that was NOT gloved. Blood was on 
her hand after she touched the wound. And she said "Do you want me to bandage that? If it 
were my dog, | wouldn't." 


We are talking about the underneath aspect of her tail, near her anus: An area that is 
susceptible to an unsanitary state. A bleeding wound, that Rebecca handled with an ungloved 
hand,.in a parking lot, telling me it was fine to go home with a bleeding dog. 


| asked again if she would bandage.it with Yunnan Bai Yao. She flatly refused. And again she told 
me | could wrap it myself. 


| handed her a post it note with the contact information of another vet | already had plans to 
follow up with next week. When | handed her the paper she told me | was being "aggressive," 


which was ludicrous. | merely handed her a piece of paper and requested my dog's chart be 
transferred to a new vet. 


| was told by "Rebecca" that today's appointment was a vet tech appointment only, the doctor 
was not available, and { was not charged for the visit as it was Nala's surgical discharge 
appointment. This indicates to me that a vet tech made a decision to discharge a surgical 
patient without a doctor being present. In addition, | was given no instruction on whether my 
dog still needs the medication she was given (which | still have), or how to handle wound care 
at home, especially given the sensitive nature of the area. 


| have yet to hear from Dr. Roe or Dr. Blackwell, despite asking to speak to either doctor 
yesterday, and then asking again today. The front desk staff (Paul yesterday, and Shelby today) 
either does not communicate to the doctors, or the staff has been instructed to cover for the 
doctors. 


If the front desk staff is playing gatekeeper for doctors who don't want to be slowed down by 
pet owners, curbside care has been weaponized and is being used to keep pet owners out of 
the office so the veterinarians have cart blanche to do that they will to pets and charge as they 
see fit. 


According to the practice's mobile app website, curbside service will be the standard of care 
throughout this year and possibly into next year. | question how much of this decision is due to 
the pandemic, and how much of it is for the convenience (and revenue) of the practice. When 
the doctor has carte blanche and no accountability, it is hard not to raise the question. 


June 10, 2021 


Shellee Roe, DVM 

Desert Sky Animal Hospital 
17145 N 51st Ave #112 
Glendale, AZ 85308 
602-942-4282 

SC iemmnbacieahiadegadapineon) 


Arizona State Veterinary Medical Examining Board 
1740 W Adams St #4600 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 


To Whom It May Concern: 


| am writing in response to a board complaint filed by Maria Mandarino regarding care that her 
dog, Nala, received at Desert Sky Animal Hospital between May 6, 2021 and May 21, 2021. | 
did not have any scheduled exams with this patient during that time frame. The date of my last 
exam for this patient was 4/9/2021 which was performed curbside per our clinic COVID 
protocols at which time no clients were allowed into the building. During this appointment, | 
assessed Nala for a focal 2mm firm, lobulated skin mass on the left side of her tail 
approximately 1" from the tail base. This mass was too small for a fine needle aspirate to be 
done with accuracy. Nala otherwise appeared to be in good condition and no other abnormal 
findings were noted. At this visit, | did advise Ms. Mandarino that she could consider surgical 
removal of the tail mass with submission for histopathology to get a definitive diagnosis. | did 
also advise that if the tail mass was malignant, then she may need to consider tail amputation to 
be curative if the original excision was not complete which may be challenging given the 
anatomic location of the mass. 


Ms. Mandarino then returned to Desert Sky Animal Hospital on May 6, 2021 for a scheduled 
removal of the tail growth mentioned above to be done by Kellee Blackwell, DVM. As our 
COVID protocols did change on May 1, 2021, Ms. Mandarino was allowed into the clinic for the 
surgery check-in. On this date, per our usual recommendations for all surgical patients, 
preanesthetic blood work was advised which Ms. Mandarino declined. The tail growth was 
removed under a general anesthesia with a simple interrupted closure of the subcutaneous 
tissue with 3-0 Polydox followed by a simple interrupted closure of the skin with 3-0 Braunamid. 
The growth was submitted to IDEXX for histopathology. A bandage was placed post-operatively 
to cover the surgical site. At discharge which was performed curbside, Ms. Mandarino was 
provided with written and verbal instructions for home-care and she was advised to use an 
inflatable donut-style collar to prevent Nala from accessing the surgical site. Ms. Mandarino 
was also advised to return 3-5 days post-operatively for a recheck. Nala was sent home on 
Vetprofen 25mg and Ms. Mandarino was instructed to give Nala % tablet by mouth every 12 
hours for 4 days. Charges for services on this date totaled $585.66. 
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As instructed, Ms. Mandarino returned with Nala for a post-operative recheck on May 11, 2021. 
Per protocol at Desert Sky Animal Hospital, this appointment was scheduled with a technician 
and performed curbside to minimize the number of clients present within the clinic at any given 
time to reduce COVID risks. At this appointment, our head technician, Lorena, performed the 
bandage change. During this visit, Lorena made me aware that the incision site on the tail was 
completely open and that the skin sutures had dehisced. | examined this site between my 
regularly scheduled appointments and manually removed the remaining skin suture and applied 
another bandage to the site as we now had to rely on this site to heal via second intention. | 
also advised that Nala start on an antibiotic and continue the NSAID (Vetprofen) that she had 
been sent home with post-operatively. We dispensed Cefpodoxime 100mg for Nala to get % 
tablet by mouth once daily x 12 days and refilled the Vetprofen 25mg for Nala to continue % 
tablet by mouth every 12 hours for another 4 days. Lorena relayed this information to Ms. 
Mandarino and she was advised to return for another recheck and bandage change in 2-3 days. 
Charges for this visit included the $32 bandage change fee, $20 for the Vetprofen refill, and 
$15.40 for the Cefpodoxime antibiotic prescription. 


As directed, Ms. Mandarino returned with Nala for another post-operative recheck on May 14, 
2021. Again, per clinic and current COVID protocols at Desert Sky Animal Hospital, this 
appointment was again scheduled with a technician and performed curbside. Our technician, 
Lorena performed the bandage change on May 14, 2021 and she noted no concerns regarding 
the surgery site as it appeared to be healing normally via second intention. Lorena did show me 
a box of Yunnan Baiyao that Ms. Mandarino had brought in requesting that we apply this to the 
surgical site. | advised against this as my Western medicine experience with this product is 
limited (i.e. | am only aware of use of this product to control actively bleeding cutaneous 
hemangiomas/hemangiosarcomas in canine patients) and it is not FDA approved for use in 
dogs. | asked Lorena to relay this information to Ms. Mandarino. Ms. Mandarino was charged 
our standard $32 bandage change fee at this visit. 


Ms. Mandarino returned with Nala on May 17, 2021 for another curbside bandage change 
appointment with a technician. | was off that day and had no role in this visit. Ms. Mandarino 
was charged our standard $32 bandage change fee at this visit. Also on May 17, 2021 Kellee 
Blackwell, DVM called and advised Ms. Mandarino via phone that the histopathology report for 
the tail growth showed it to be a benign, completely excised infundibular keratinizing 
acanthoma. Dr. Blackwell did advise Ms. Mandarino that the growth should not recur at this site 
but that Nala would be predisposed to developing this type of growth at other sites. 


On May 20, 2021 Ms. Mandarino called and spoke to Paul, one of our front staff members. Ms. 
Mandarino stated that she was not happy with the way that Nala’s surgical site was healing. 

She stated that she wanted to see one of the doctors at her technician recheck appointment that 
was scheduled for May 21, 2021. Paul did let Ms. Mandarino know that she was currently 
scheduled on May 21, 2021 for a technician to assess Nala and do another bandage change. 
He did offer to change this recheck to be with one of the doctors but did advise Ms. Mandarino 
that it would have to be at a different date/time as we did not have an available doctor 
appointment slot at the same time as her currently scheduled technician appointment. Ms. 


Mandarino then stated that she would be coming into the building for her technician 
appointment. Paul then advised Ms. Mandarino that per our current clinic COVID protocol, we 
are currently only doing technician appointments as a curbside service and that therefore we 
would not be able to accommodate her coming into the clinic at that time. He also advised Ms. 
Mandarino that this protocol is in place to maintain a low number of people within the clinic at 
any given point for COVID purposes. Paul did again advise Ms. Mandarino that we are allowing 
one person in with their pet for doctor appointments if she would like to reschedule her original 
appointment for a different date and time when we would have doctor availability. Ms. 
Mandarino declined this option and then stated to Paul that she would be leaving Desert Sky 
after Nala’s appointment on May 21, 2021 and taking her elsewhere for veterinary care. 


On May 21, 2021 Nala was scheduled for a technician appointment at 5:15pm for another 
bandage change. One of our technicians, Rebecca, did call Ms. Mandarino at 4:20pm and 
offered that she could come in earlier with Nala if she would like as the technician appointment 
prior to her had canceled. Ms. Mandarino declined this offer and elected to keep her original 
appointment time of 5:15pm. During this conversation Ms. Mandarino again stated that she 
planned to come into the building for this appointment. Rebecca again reviewed our current 
COVID protocols for technician appointments as mentioned above. Rebecca again offered that 
we could reschedule Nala’s appointment to be with a doctor on a different date and time 
reiterating that we did have any doctor appointment slots available during the time of her current 
appointment. Ms. Mandarino again declined this option stating that she was appalled by my 
behavior and found me to be narcissistic and again stated that after today’s appointment she 
would not be returning to Desert Sky. Ms. Mandarino arrived for her 5:15pm technician 
appointment and again stated to Rebecca that she wanted to come inside the clinic for the 
appointment. Rebecca again reviewed our current clinic COVID protocol as outlined above with 
Ms. Mandarino as to why she would not be able to come inside the building at that time. Ms. 
Mandarino then stated to Rebecca that she wanted to be sure that | assessed the surgical site 
during this visit. Rebecca did advise Ms. Mandarino that | had other scheduled appointments at 
that time but that | would assess the site if there were any concerns. At this appointment, 
Rebecca removed the bandage from Nala’s tail and | assessed that the surgical site was fully 
granulated down to a 2mm area that was in the latter stages of healing. No bleeding was noted 
at this site. | advised that no further bandaging was necessary given the extent of healing but 
that Nala should continue to wear the donut-collar for another 7 days to prevent her from licking 
at the site and finish the Cefpodoxime as previously directed. Rebecca did relay to me that Ms. 
Mandarino again wanted us to apply Yunnan Baiyao to the surgical site. | reiterated my 
previously stated reservations with use of this product and also advised that the surgical site is 
almost completely healed and no further topical treatment nor bandaging is necessary. | 
advised Rebecca to relay all of this information to Ms. Mandarino. Rebecca returned the dog 
outside to Ms. Mandarino and advised her of my above comments regarding the surgical site 
and the use of the Yunnan Baiyao. Ms. Mandarino stated that she was not happy that the 
wound was open. Rebecca did offer to re-bandage the site again if Ms. Mandarino preferred 
that but she declined this offer. Ms. Mandarino then requested that we supply her with bandage 
material that she could apply to Nala’s tail herself. Rebecca stated that we could certainly do 
this but there would be fees for these supplies. Ms. Mandarino declined this offer as well. At 


this point, Ms. Mandarino became hostile and aggressive and rapidly approached Rebecca 
waiving a paper in Rebecca's face stating that she wanted all of Nala’s records to be sent to her 
new vet, Dr. Joshua Winston at Sun City West Animal Hospital. Rebecca did advise Ms. 
Mandarino that she needed to back up as Ms. Mandarino was making her uncomfortable with 
her current demeanor. Rebecca did advise that we would transfer all records to Dr. Winston 
once his clinic reopened on May 22 at which time we could get the clinic email address to send 
them to. There were no charges for this appointment, This concluded our interactions with Ms. 
Mandarino and the care of her dog, Nala. 


| am happy to answer any further questions or provide additional information pertaining to this 
case. 


Sincerely, 


he Racin 
ellee Roe, DVM 


VICTORIA WHITMORE 
- EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR - 


DOUGLAS A. DUCEY 
- GOVERNOR - 


ARIZONA STATE VETERINARY MEDICAL EXAMINING BOARD 
1740 W. ADAMS STREET, STE. 4600, PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85007 
PHONE (602) 364-1-PET (1738) * FAX (602) 364-1039 
VETBOARD.AZ.GOV 


INVESTIGATIVE COMMITTEE REPORT 


TO: Arizona Veterinary Medical Examining Board 


FROM: AM Investigative Committee: Robert Kritsberg, DVM - Chair 
Christina Tran, DVM - Absent 
Carolyn Ratajack 
Jarrod Butler, DVM 
Steven Seiler 


STAFF PRESENT: Tracy A. Riendeau, CVT — Investigations 
Marc Harris — Assistant Attorney General 
RE: Case: 21-144 
Complainant(s): Maria Mandarino 
Respondent(s}: Shellee Roe, D.V.M. (License: 4704) 


SUMMARY: APPLICABLE STATUTES AND RULES: 
Complaint Received at Board Office: 5/24/21] Laws as Amended August 2018 
Committee Discussion: 11/2/21 (Lime Green); Rules as Revised September 
Board IIR: 12/8/21 2013 (Yellow). 


On April 9, 2021, “Nala,” a 2-year-old female Multipoo was presented to Respondent for 
evaluation of a mass on the base of the dog's tail. Respondent discussed surgical removal with 
histopathology to obtain a definitive diagnosis. 

On May 6, 2021, the dog was presented to Respondent's associate for the mass removal and 
histopathology. 

Complainant brought the dog back on May 11', May 14h, May 17%, and May 21% for 
bandage changes and evaluation of the incision site. 

On May 21, 2021, the surgical site was fully granulated down to a 2mm area that was in the 
later stages of healing; no further bandaging was necessary. 

Complainant expressed concerns that Respondent would not speak with her regarding the 
dog's healing process and her desire to use Yunnan Baiyao on the incision site. 


Complainant was noticed and appeared telephonically. 
Respondent was noticed and appeared telephonically. 


The Commitiee reviewed medical records, testimony, and other documentation as described below: 
© Complainant(s) narrative: Maria Mandarino 
e Respondent(s) narrative/medical record: Shellee Roe, DVM 


21-144, SHELLEE ROE, DVM 


PROPOSED ‘FINDINGS of FACT’: 


1. On April 9, 2021, the dog was presented to Respondent for evaluation of a mass on the dog's 
tail. Upon exam, the dog had a weight = 10.8 pounds, a temperature = 101.6 degrees, a pulse 
rate = 140bpm, and respiration rate = panting. Respondent noted a focal 2mm firm lobulated 
skin mass on the left side of the dog’s tail, approximately 1 inch from tail base. She felt it was too 
small for a fine needle aspirate. Respondent's assessment was cyst vs sebaceous adenoma vs 
neoplasia. 


2. Respondent advised that Complainant could consider surgical removal of the mass with 
submission for histopathology. If the mass was a malignancy, tail amputation may need to be 
considered to be curative if the margins were not clean. Complainant could also continue to 
monitor the mass, use animax topically, and pursue surgery if the mass grows or changes. 


3. On May 4, 2021, the dog was presented to Respondent's associate, Dr. Blackwell, for surgical 
removal and histopathology of the mass on the dog's tail. Curbside services were being 
provided due to Covid-19 policies and procedures, however pet owners were allowed into the 
premises with their pet for surgical consultations. Complainant declined pre-surgical blood work; 
surgery was performed and the mass was submitted for histopathology. The dog's tail was 
bandaged and she was discharged later that day with vetprofen; Complainant declined an 
Elizabethan collar. It was recommended the dog return in 3 — 5 days for recheck. 


4.On May 11, 2021, the dog was presented to Respondent's premises for a bandage change. 
Technical staff member, Lorena, removed the dog's bandage and made Respondent aware 
that the incision site was completely open and the skin sutures had dehisced. Respondent 
evaluated the incision site, removed the remaining skin suture and applied a new bandage. The 
incision would now have to heal via second intention. Respondent started the dog on 
cefpodoxime and refilled the vetprofen for another 4 days. Lorena relayed the information to 
Complainant and asked her to bring the dog back for a recheck in 2 - 3 days. 


5. On May 14, 2021, the dog was presented to Respondent's premises for a recheck. Lorena 
removed the dog's bandage; no concems were noted and the incision site appeared to be 
healing normally via second intention. Lorena made Respondent aware of Complainant's 
request to apply Yunnan Baiyao directly to the incision site. Respondent advised against 
applying the herb to the incision site as her experience with the product was limited and it is not 
FDA approved for use in dogs. Lorena relayed the information to Complainant and asked her to 
return with the dog in another 2 — 3 days for a recheck. 


6. On May 17, 2021, the dog was presented to Respondent's premises for a recheck. The dog's 
bandage was changed and the dog was discharged. Respondent stated that she was not 
involved in the dog's care this day. However, Dr. Blackwell called Complainant to report the tail 
growth was benign, completely excised infundibular keratinizing acanthoma. 


7. Complainant stated in her narrative that she did not speak to a doctor at any point during 
the bandage changes. The lasi time she spoke to a doctor was the day of surgery. 
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21-144, SHELLEE ROE, DVM 


8. On May 20, 2021, Complainant called the premises and asked to speak with a veterinarian 
regarding the application of Yunnan Baiyao if the dog's wound was not healed. According to 
Complainant she was fold that the veterinarians and technical staff were too busy to speak 
with her. 


9. According to Respondent, Complainant called expressing her dissatisfaction with the way the 
dog's surgical site was healing. She requested to see a veterinarian at her technician 
appointment the following day. Reception staff explained that the dog was scheduled for a 
technician appointment to change the dog's bandage however he offered to change the 
recheck to be with one of the doctors but it would need to be at a different date and time. 
There was not an available appointment with a veterinarian at the same time as her currently 
scheduled technician appointment. 


10. Complainant told reception staff that she would be coming into the premises for her 
technician appointment. She was advised that per their current COVID protocol, they were only 
doing technician appointments as a curbside service and would not be able to accommodate 
her coming into the premises. They were allowing one person in with their pets for doctor 
appointments if she would like to reschedule her original appointment for a different date and 
time when they had doctor availability. Complainant declined and advised that she would be 
seeking care for her dog elsewhere after the technician appointment the next day. 


11. On May 21, 2021, technical staff, Rebecca, called Complainant to let her know that they 
had a cancellation and Complainant could come at an earlier time for her technician 
appointment. Complainant declined the earlier appointment and told Rebecca that she 
would be coming into the premises when she arrived that afternoon. Rebecca advised 
Complainant of the current COVID protocols and she was again offered to reschedule the 
appointment with a doctor for a later date and time. Complainant declined. 


12. Complainant arrived for the technician appointment and again stated she wanted to enter 
the premises. Rebecca again advised Complainant that she could not go into the premises due 
to the COVID protocols previously stated. Complainant wanted to be sure that Respondent was 
assessing the dog's wound. 


13. Rebecca removed the dog's bandage; Respondent assessed the surgical site and saw that 
it was fully granulated down to a 2mm area that was in the latter stages of healing. There was 
no bleeding and further bandaging was not necessary given the extent of healing. Respondent 
recommended the dog continue to wear an Elizabethan collar for another 7 days to prevent 
the dog from licking. 


14. Rebecca told Respondent about Complainant wanting to apply Yunnan Baiyao to the 
incision site. Again, Respondent advised against it. Rebecca returned the dog to Complainant 
and advised her of Respondent's recommendations. Complainant was not happy that the tail 
was not bandaged. Rebandaging was offered, but declined by Complainant. Complainant 
then asked to be supplied with bandage material so she could bandage the tail herself — she 
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was told that they could supply bandage materials for a fee; Complainant declined. At this 
time, according to Respondent, Complainant became aggressive and rapidly approached 
Rebecca, waiving a paper in Rebecca's face, requesting all of the dog's medical records be 
sent her new veterinarian. Rebecca requested Complainant to back up as she was making her 
uncomfortable. Complainant was told that all the records would be transferred the next day. 


14. According to Complainant, she requested to speak with a veterinarian when she arrived at 
the premises and was told they were too busy. She then asked if she could at least come into 
the premises with the technical staff to apply Yunnan Baiyao, if the wound was not closed. 
Complainant's request was denied. 


15. When the dog was returned to her, there was no bandage on the dog’s tail and the wound 
was oozing blood. When Complainant pointed this out to Rebecca, Rebecca touched the 
wound with her ungloved hand and asked if she wanted the tail bandaged. Complainant 
asked if the tail could be bandaged with Yunnan Baiyao — Rebecca replied no. Complainant 
was told that she could bandage the dog's tail herself. 


16. Complainant denies that she was being aggressive when requesting copies of her dog's 
“medical records be transferred to another veterinarian. 


COMMITTEE DISCUSSION: 


The Committee discussed that premises's Covid-19 policies and procedures are frustrating for 
everyone involved. In this case, Complainant seemed fixed on using an herbal medication 
that Respondent did not agree with; this resulted in an adversarial situation. 


The Committee commented that since Complainant was not getting the treatment she 
wanted for the dog, she could have sought help elsewhere. However, they also did not 
understand why Respondent, or the veterinarian that performed surgery on the dog, did not 
call Complainant. Although Complainant may not have explicitly requested a phone call, 
she was adamant about wanting to go into the premises with the dog to be present during 
the bandage change. She also wanted to discuss the use of the herbal remedy with a doctor. 


When Complainant spoke with Dr. Blackwell about the histopathology report, no concerns 
were raised at that time. 


The Committee discussed recommending a violation based on communication issues and 
showing respect to the pet owner through courteous verbal interchange. They further 
expressed concerns with “tech appointments” and the possibility that technical staff could 
be diagnosing and treating pets. 


Some Committee members felt that Complainant did ask to speak with a veterinarian about 
the dog's incision. There were several bandages changes with technical staff; it would seem 
reasonable that once the incision dehisced, a veterinarian would speak with the pet owner to 
discuss how and why it occurred and the expectations of the healing process. Respondent 
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was involved in the bandage changes, although she was not the surgeon, she was still 
responsible for communicating the healing of the incision to the pet owner. Respondent 
could have also discussed the issue with the surgeon to make them aware of the 
complication. Some Committee members did not feel Respondent necessarily had to speak 
with Complainant about the herbal remedy —- having staff relay her response was 
appropriate. 


The Committee overall felt there was poor communication. Instead of offering Complainant 
an appointment time with a veterinarian due to being too busy, it seemed like it would be 
easier to call Complainant to discuss her concerns. Although the Committee did not feel the 
matter rose to a level of a violation, they expressed serious concerns with the lack of 
communication in this case. 
COMMITTEE'S PROPOSED CONCLUSIONS of LAW: 
The Committee concluded that no violations of the Veterinary Practice Act occurred. 
COMMITTEE'S RECOMMENDED DISPOSITION: 

Motion: It was moved and seconded the Board: 

Dismiss this issue with no violation. 

Vote: The motion was approved with a vote of 4 to 0. 
The information contained in this report was obtained from the case file, which includes the 


complaint, the respondent's response, any consulting veterinarian or witness input, and any 
other sources used to gather information for the investigation. 


Ti 


Tracy A. Riendeau, CVT 
Investigative Division 
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LETTER OF CONCERN -— 21-144 - In Re: Shellee Roe, DVM 


Dear Dr. Roe: 


At its meeting on December 8, 2021, the Arizona State Veterinary Medical Examining Board 
considered information presented in the complaint case filed by Maria Mandarino regarding her 
pet “Nala” Mandarino. 


In each case, the Board considers the situation and the professional’s response, as well as all 
relevant information. In this matter, after review and discussion, the Board voted to dismiss the case 
and issue you a Letter of Concern pursuant to A.R.S. § 32-2234(D). This Letter of Concern is regarding 
the need to improve client communication, specifically, ensuring that the pet owner is receiving 
proper information and having their questions answered by the veterinarian directly. 


A Letter of Concern is defined in A.R.S. § 32-2201(12) as “...an advisory letter to notify a veterinarian 
that, while there is insufficient evidence to support disciplinary action about certain aspects of the 
case, the Board believes the veterinarian should modify or eliminate certain practices and that 
continuation of the activities that led to the information being submitted to the Board may result in 
action against the veterinarian’s license.” 


We hope you will fake this advisory letter in the spirit that if is intended to avoid any other potential 
violations in the future. 


Respectfully, 
FOR THE BOARD 


Victoria Whitmore 
Executive Director 


cc: Maria Mandarino 


